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study groups under Catholic auspices? This, in. the fiel 
social and ethical discussion, would be in accordance witl 
recommendation by Pope Leo XIIL, with regard to the reli 
and dogmatic matters, that Catholics should ron the 
discussions, but have them open to non-Catholics. (Lett 
Cardinal Satolli, September 18, 1905). To the extent 
Catholics advance in the frequency and thoroughnes 
which they moot these matters among themselves, will be 
competence and assurance in discussing them’ with pe 
of other beliefs. 
After ali these considerations, the plain fact remains 
there can be no adequate defense of our civilization a0 
Christian institutions without a much greater degree of § 
unity than we now possess; thar this unity cannot.be ach 
without a long and careful and co-operative probing iak 
principles—ethical and religious—which we hold im! 
fashion in common with those not of our faith; and that 
investigation necessarily entails a risk of misunderstait 
possible scandal and detriment to the Faith on. the pat 
Catholics. What is the path out of this dilemis that ! 
all factors into account? Does not the solution 1 
_ religio-social concept of ‘civil and political society? Het 
|. Seems.to me, is a matter our moral theologians may well pot 
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os INTRODUCTION 

xe D URING the last few years Catholic theologians have de- 
bn 7 yoted a considerable amount of attention to the doctrine 


4 sf Christian marriage. Books and articles have appeared in 
urs’ which one discerns a tendency to reconsider various phases of 
(we. Catholic teaching, especially with regard to the relative impor- 
“‘tnce of the ends of marriage. The tendency has been to 
~ snphasize the secondary ends, and the element of conjugal love, 
di - which to these authors seem to have been neglected or at least 
anderemphasized in the treatment of marriage commonly 
Wel “found in theological manuals. They feel that the true Catholic 
+e “aching would be more clearly presented if less emphasis were 
wet placed on what has hitherto commonly been called the primary 
tht end of marriage, and more emphasis placed on the personal ele- 
ks, meats of conjugal love and conjugal community of fife. In 
vd _ fact, some seem to go so far as to deny that procreation is the 
ais _fimary end, at least in the sense in which $t. Thomas made it 
oF | primary. 
5 | Among these writers the one who has made the greatest 1m- 
W@- boresion on other Catholic thinkers is undoubtedly Doctor 
[Herbert Doms, Privat-Dozent of the University of Breslau, 2 
- Apeest, and Doctor of Theology. His book Vom Sinn and 
_ Ytweck der Ebe, first published in German in 1935, had its 
Tecond French edition in 1937, and has appeared in English in 
} 1939 under the title: The Meaning of Marriage. 
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. The importance of this hook is vouched for by the a 
ok conament it has evoked. It is the work of a schdlar'v 
requires, but repays, careful study. Its subjece. matter'i 
such importance and its viewpoint so provocative that 
mind it will not be time wasted to deal at some length 
its central theory. 

The presesit paper will be divided inep thres'pers Th 
part will give a brief summary of that part of Dr. ‘Don's! 
in which he gives a “systematic exposition” of the meanih 
marriage and its relation to the ends of marriage. ‘There 
many other things in Dr. Doms’ work: besides this ceneral 
but I am interested only in the theory of marriage and itt¢ 

_ and so will restrict myself to that subject. : In che second | 
I shall attempt a “systematic exposition” of my own wil 
gard to marriage and its ends ;. and I am going’ to alls 
-_— tional” theory of the erids of masriage because I bd 
cs that for the most part it will be found: to represent fairly 
- common teaching of Catholic theology during the bet 
centuries. From the placing of ‘these two expositions # sie 
side, the reader will be able pethape to draw his, owa 
hen Ehemorsl,” Siimmen der Zeit, CKX (1991), 241 ff; ihe, 
(1938), 53 ££; review of. Vom Sinn wud Zeeck der’ Eby: 
SJ, “Paythologie oder ‘Théolopie dex Bbw 
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sons as to what criticism I think should be made of Dr. Doms’ 
4 theory. But in order to indicate more directly the points of 
sd agreement and disagreement between the two theories, I shall 
| aida third part, which will be a criticism of certain points of 
CT Dr. Doms’ theory in the light of the traditional theory. 
i 


lL Dr. Doms’ THEORY 


ob Dr. Doms distinguishes between the meaning (Sisn, sens) of 
pe} as and its purpose or end (Zweck, fin). By the meaning 
hel | — to understand the ontological content, or inherent 
isi) “%, which is present merely because a thing exists, and in- 
| ea ey of the remoter purposes for which the thing may 
a ; — Boigelot tells us that Dr. Doms does not under- 
| et Meaning of marriage exactly what we would 
ire] mnethin aL Its essence. It seems to me, however, that it is 
det “lookin 8 f e the “internal constitution” or “essence that he 
few | of Sipe or when he seeks to define what he calls the meaning 
bt leis he 
bh 


. thesis of Dr. Doms that marriage (likewise the 
: bade has a meaning, or inherent value, which is present 
{ “Penta ently of the purposes to which marriage is naturally 
e Pehedy f These purposes (procreation, mutual help, and the 
‘tare, _"F Concupiscence) need not be brought into the pic- 
; know what the primary meaning of marriage 
| Benin s be Be ‘is’, first of all, in itself a reality of profound 
« {10g ) fore being "for something else’ which is not itself 
: Rep of th is meaning is neither procreation nor the mutual 
to ‘be inh partners. These are both something over and above 
| Whar . | Meaning of marriage (and of che marriage act). 
if | * comin, this inherent meaning? It 1 the “two-in-oneship ‘ 
. ¢ deux f “nity of life of che spousét (Zuxicinigheit, Pusité 4 
' Rther gy tit Meaning is not, 5 some have believed, love "It is 


| ommunity of life itself of two persons who make 
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but one person, a community of life embracing the through bodily union of the two-in-oneship of the spouses in 
human being, from the spiritual sphere, through that of est} the real order. Therein we find a profound meaning. The 
and into the bodily. ...” (p. 107). Marriage, considered wie, completing of this two-in-oneship is orientated naturally to two 
two-in-oneship of the spouses “is not constituted by ter} emote ends, one of which is on the personal level, the other on 
mutual ordination to an end outside themselves to be obtaml| the biological level. The personal end is the fulfillment of the 
by their union [e.g., procreation, or mutual help] .-» 8} SPouses a8 Persons on the various planes of their being {mutual 
rather by the living and perpetual ordination of a mas help}. The ultimate biological end is procreation” (p. 105). 
woman to one another until they are one” (p. 107)- But the sense in which procreation is an end is quite different 
Pie dio fa nein or the sets as soon as masmgx} even from the sense in which mutual help is an end; for “if we 
p spouses exi ; ss 
is celebrated: Buc’ ic ie nor: perfected ‘oc “realized” Or are going to make the concept of end mean anything here, i 
surminated” uncil the matriare act takew places Dr Dott reise must recognize that there is question, actually, of a natura 
sithe West asi sit as ali apecilic aca ecuadal' ol nosragt | realization and achievement effected on two different planes 
In this act the partners really become one, and thus make 104 which ma subordinated macs another in a very eee ye gra 
and actual for themselves their marital rwo-in-oneship oF ‘In the order of biological phenomena procreation oH ee 
anny io€ life:  P spring is i aba - marriage re as bisa nig Ae 
: : . maT m a tree ruit is the purpose of the Hower. ... ; 
bless hari is the heen Sitesemane = os “ei : this biological sense is ja cases different thing from the end 
acce Te is this Sonera eee ene vabicy of BE of human actions and institutions. It merely designates the 
nae owed eas ‘ “ Souen co ee independ | tendency of a natural necessary phenomenon” (p. 106, 107). 
a ede forthe See which ‘the ees has oY Bue armionan re pen : aire oe nen args ees 
Pees ty defers soi ths saerent wenOPe he denies that marriage is primarily constitute by sere 
eiageags ‘es a paras ne nthe fei; Ordination of the partners to them. It is constituted rather “by 
act as its proximate objec i haa) at T hel ‘he the living and perpetual ordination of a man and 3 woman.to 
fs sme eeorer ite, Breese ane arses N ige one another until they become one” (p. 107). Hence “it would 
_ fe: sme ntl wo et | Wer forthe fae ge apt me prey 
the actus secundus of the other. . ... Accordingly, ches, energy cade ane to see ae aes Tere ae, d fy eee 
: oe -=-cieshi contains ined manner, of the personal ends inherent in marriage, and 0: P io 
~ exercize of the living act of rwo-in-oneship on aco, creation, distinguishing both of these from the meaning of 
sane ; : ene 3 hep 5 tarriage”’ . 108). 2 as - mean Gee 
as ‘The-meaning immanent’ in the lying < af > hich 3 9° Pordberne ve, 4 . . there is no longer sufficient reason to call | 
: Peays objectively realized n- every. er este : from it 2 procreation the primary end in the sense. intended by St. “a 
s formed normally, Whereas the two ends resulting FO" Thomas, nor to oppose the other ends to it as secondary. Since Bae 
__ pot dlways attained” (p. 106), the child represents for the spouses themselves a supremely im- 
=< Dr. Doms does not deny, of COURS, that ae ees 1 portant means of natural and supernatural perfection, we are 
Be Nee ee ee er cherie | ble, sapporeed by the Encyclical Casti Connubii, so designate 
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as the principal and primary purpose, not the child bur the 
mutual formation and perfection of the partners in the natunl 
ontological order and above all in the supernatural = 
(p. 108). 

The above summary is too brief to do full justice:to , Dr. 
Doms. But in it one can find the principal points of his cheoty.. 
The points I shall later single out for criticism are these:. (1) 
that marriage has an inherent meaning which is really distint 
from its purposes; (2) that procreation should not -be called 
the primary end of marriage; (3) that the i era Casli 
Connubii supports these views. 

I shall consider at length (in Part II) what I have chosen ee 
the traditional theory of marriage and its ends; for it is oly 
in the light of such 2 positive exposition of the meaning 
marriage that these criticisms will be intelligible. - 


‘t ae TRADITIONAL Tory of THE ENps oF Meanast ; 


ack | The Essential Marriage Bond.—A search for the inherest : 
| “iaeang of marriage, or an attempt to define its ontologictt 
' "‘eontent or. immanent value, seems to me to be an ateemipt 

-. find its essence. * Perhaps those who dislike metaphysics: ot igh 
_ shy of. abstractions would prefer not to discuss egserice®. Bot 


a thing the problem can. be avoided. If you: ‘want to 
‘the meaning of a thing. or tell somebody what its inberen 
or value i is, you must : begin by defining the thingy’ 
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9 important and so striking to the eye that they loom much 
larger in the consciousness than the essence of the thing itself. 
Certainly ordinary people do not think of marriage in terms 
of its essence and its accidents. Undoubtedly things that are 
accidental to marriage in the philosophical sense of the word . 
are often much more important and have much more reality 
for them than the underlying thing which is found wherever 
marriage is found, and is absent wherever marriage is absent. — 
That underlying thing is the essence of marriage. To indicate 
what it is by describing it or Biving its notes is to give a defi- . 
nition, an essential definition, of marriage. And whatever the 
t full meaning of marriage may be it would not be proper for 2 
Philosopher, in giving his view of its. meaning, to describe its 
accidental perfections and call them simply “the macgaing, © 
while neglecting to tell us what is essential, 

Bl dacemety Sor i; dasafien; o' dsow eas tha canis 
Marriage is according to the more or less common mind of 
3 Catholic —— oS and. ‘heathens ‘But first some H Pecliee 
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Encyclical Casti Connubii. It is meant to inchude all those ee: 
ments which have been thought of as pertaining at east to tht 
integrity of marriage, and the reader will notice that the de - 
ments stressed by Dr. Doms are not absent from it, though 
they may be expressed in terms that are only equivalent. The 
list: | : 
The Sacrament; grace; mystical symbolism; the contracti 
internal and external consent; active traditio cor porum; union 
of souls; the ¢ria bona: proles, fides, sacramentum; physical po- 
tency; marriage-act; remedy for concupiscence; fertility; of- 
spring; education of offspring; mutual help; life in common; 
conjugal society; cohabitation; marriage bond; marriage unio; 
Marriage; marriage relation; the ends; the properties (unity 104 
indissohubility) ; the radical and proximate right; conjugal love. . 
If one were to go through this list excluding one by one the 
items without which marriage can still exist, one would arrive 
finally at a point where the marriage bond, the three ends of 
: Marriage, and the properties of marriage would be all tht 
-.. was left. Since I have gone through this process elsewhere | 
- do not consider it necessary to repeat it here. It is enough fot 
~ the present to say that the marriage bond, with its eads and 
properties, is the essence of marriage. But this point 2 
further explanation, and what follows is meant to explais jest 
© what it means to say. that the marriage bond with its ends and 
. Properties is the essence of marriage; and to show inciden® 
; that. this statement reflects, for the most part, common thieo- 
Togical teaching, Pe aa 
. Inthe first place, with regard to the marriage bond i 
we have practical unanimity among the theologians ee OS 
“following propositions or their equivalents. They say, first, cha 
the essence of marriage is the bond (vinculum) ; secondly, 3 
the essence of marriage is the marriage union (conjancho 
thirdly, that the essence of marriage is the:marriage right ( 
im corpus) ;and fourthly, that the essence of marriage * 
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marrage relation. Not that all the authors here cited say 
aplicitly that the essence of marriage is all four of these things. 
But these four points, if explained as I am about to explain 
them, can be said to be at least implicit in the teaching of all 
of them. In other words I think my explanation reflects sub- 
wantially the teaching of these theologians.’ 

These four points all amount to the same thing; they are dif- 
ferent ways of speaking about the same reality. The four 
ideas, in other words, coincide. Payen sums up the common 
teaching when he gives this fourfold definition of marriage: “It 
is (1) the exclusive and perpetual union for the procreation of 
children; (2) the matrimonial bond; (3) the exclusive and 


% Thoman Sedpl. a. 42, a. 4 corps a 44, 2. 15 @. 49, 4. 3; 5. Bousventora, Ie IV 
Set. dat, 27, x 1, q. 1; & Robertus Bellarmsinus, Opers Omnie {Napoli 1856-1962), 
1. De Hetrimonio, c. 14 ad fin: Catechismus Romanus (Romae, 1761), De Maty, Sécr., 
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66), li. 4, dist. 27, paragr 1, Wirceburgenses, Theologie Dogmetice (Lutetiae Pazi- 
Sorwn, 1452}, Vi De Malr., n. 263; Acgidius Coninck, De Sacranentis. at Consuris ~ 


Vatrimoni Sacrementis (Bononiae, 1642}, De Matr., q- 2, sect. ¥; J. Chesscatas, Deci- 
tes de Matrimonio (Venetiis, 1706), Decis, 1, 0. 1; Mastriua de Melduls, Dicjutationer 
Tonelogic ae ix IV Libros Sententiarnes (Venetiis, 1698), lib. 4, disp. 7, 4. 1.3: 1, a 
+; Leaveatinn Card. Brancauns de Lanrcaca, Commentaries in IV Libros Sententiertm Duss 
Savi (Ramee, 1662), IT, disp. 12, art. 3, 9. 36, 18; Augustints Barbous, Caller tance: is 
bs Pratifciom (Lugduai, 168%), com. 2, in lib. 4 Decrer, tit. tm 75 Martin Pens, 
Dr Semrto Matrimondi Sacremento (Lagduni, 1646), disp; 13, sect. 3, m. 23 sect. 5, 0. 45 
Firdinaodus Rebelius, De Obligationibus Justitiee (Venetia, 1620), part. 2, fab. % a 13, 
Me 4,430, “Quarto”; Ludovicus Billet, De Kerlesige Sacremmatis (Romac, 1929), UL, 
"6; Dewinices Palinieri, Trectstxs de Matrinsoniy {Rormse, $380), Coen 1, oo TVs 
iin Palmieri, Opa: Throlagicam Morale (Bear, 1899-1901), tom. 6; De Met, &- 
; Janerius Bocceroni, Insiitutiones Thevlogiee Morais (Romac, 1911), IV, De Metr., 
Wt 2.0 96; Van der Burgt, Tractetur de Matrimonio (Uleraieess 1e7y), pats ty & 
wr & 4; Alexion Card. Lipicier, Tractetus de Mabimanio (Romar, 1925), qs ty & 5, & 
Gott & 51% & m 3, Bw EOS; Mate-Gewermone, Ioshitutionss Morale: 
LegdoniPacinisa, 1929), Ti, w. 1963; G. Huarte, Tractates de Ordjee xf Matrimonio 
tee, 1922), w {41; Adasnas Hath, Cars. furidico-Genouiti. 4 Sponsalibes ef 
Matrhmeniy (Paldac, 1742), tin 1, sect. 2, parage. 1; Aestnys- Dame, Theologis. Moralt: 
Yancinorem Avgustse, 1932), H, a. 6233 4. Heits, De Matrimonso Tractetet Qninget 
Mowschi, 1861), p 3; G. Payen, De Matriascnie in Misionties (Zi-Ko- We. 1909)" 
{, a. 75, af fous Th. Vieming, Preilectiones Jutiy Watrimonis af Noreen Codicts furs 
‘euwic (Uiemetn im HiSkandia, 1919-21), %, se 11, 1 Amgen Keech, Hesdbock de 


+ Theobegiee Morel. (Rarisis, 1951-1},.UL B75. 
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perpetual right, considered radically, ro conjugal aces: 

mutual and real relation.”* And he adds: “Rightly unde 

that is, taken for the essence of marriage in farto eos, 
four definitions come to the same thing.” 
It is readily understood that the ideas “marriage bond 
“marriage union” coincide. Likewise the ideas “ma 
bond” and “marriage right” coincide; for the permanenti 
principle which is the formal element or bond of 2m 
society Consists in the rights and duties of the members 
Bonaventure says: “Illa autem conjunctio quae respicit & 
conjunctum et est matrimonium essentialiter non est ah 
animorum vel approximatio corporum sed quoddam vines 
obligatorium quod non perimitur sive corpore sive affects: 
grentur.”” This obligatory bond is the jus in corpus which 
guthors identify with the bond and wich the union.” Aad 
“ough we speak of jus im corpus in the singular, it may 
worthwhile noting that the marriage bond or union cont 
of a group of rights and corresponding obligations. a) 
appear from what follows. 

Finally the ideas “marriage right” and “marriage raat 
coincide. It is not immediately evident in what sense chit 
pe trues hence some further elucidation is necessary. 

the familiar definition of a right, found most ioges 

ig philosophy manuals, describes it as an inviolable mortl 

eee or moral potency of doing something, ome 
of POSESSINE $0 mething. Sieur 

oo and perhaps that definition is useful enough Bat 
= Ser appearance 
: ps "oitice, especially DeLugo, we will find that they do" 
the concept of a right as a relationship rather than s 3 feo, 
i nmr, crc, sn he long te” 
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4 s{ anght (or rather, since a right is as indefinable as the notions 
sta { ‘ine and thine, the following analytical explanation) represents 
“te| ‘fairly the meaning of the authors, and corresponds with the 
©} dita of common sense: “A right is a moral relation of prefer- 
"wy te by which a person prevails exclusively over a thing which 
ig | akegitimately destined to his good or utility.” 
wij {will return to the ideas “moral” and “relation” shortly. In 
toed the meantime, as the conclusion and raison d’étre of this analysis 
vgeq of the notion of a right, it should be noted that the ideas 
yai| “Warriage right” and “marriage relation” do coincide. At least 
ga| Hiseasy to see how they can coincide, and why theologians have 
dp. Clled the essence of marriage both a right and a relation, once 
gp | Ye have shown that a right fundamentally is a relation. And 
et ths completes the synthesis of the four ideas-—-marriage union, 
#4 Manage bond, marriage right, and marriage relation——which 
wi 4 many centuries have been asserted to be the essence of mar- 
wt "a And henceforth we can speak of the marriage bond as 
dy the ewence of marriage realizing that it is a bond consisting of 
“Mutual rights and duties, and that it is this group of rights and 
‘ duties which constitutes the relationship of man and. wife, 
| “hich constitutes marriage itself. This is the bond which is 


t 
i the bond which is therefore called matrimonium in facto esse. 

» | bythe theologians and canonists in contradistinction to matri- 

‘ “onium in fieri, or the exchange of consent (the celebration of =~ 
i} Matriage). And, of course, it is in the essence of marriage is. 
7 i este, the state of marriage, that we are principally inter- 


it was stated some pages back that in philosophizing about 
éttiage it is necessary to keep in mind that marriage is an 
“aikid of the moral order, not of the physical order. And now 
= that the marriage relation which is the essence of mar- 
f MB ta moral relation (because the essential marriage right 
| * 2 Maral relation). What does it mean to say that something © 
"uty in the moral order of being and not in the physical? 


nares one re, 


mt 


into existence by the exchange of consent. This is. 


atte REE Rae iit mg ei, 


. with which metaphysicians may attempt to fathom | 
‘De. Beet, ; 929), bq. OF -op G8 UF; De Leaps be 
. Rect: Secrementiy (Rowse, 1929), ba. 67-994 ced. Dnpnsstons 
he. reters’ wis Ris Disp iF ‘Log. q. 2. amd 0 Scotian, fu 2 Seat, dist" ‘ 

OBE gationtins 


Morriege (New York: Shed snk Word. 1942), 16 
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{t seems to me that this is a part of ontology w 
sufficiently cultivated. The phrases in ordine physica, nei 
metaphysico, in ordine entium rationis, are explained throu 
ly enough, but the order of beings. referred to as juriticd: 
tities, or intentional entities, or moral entities, does not 
much attention. Those authors who hold the opinion 
causality of the sacraments is in the intentional order: exp 
the nature of the intentional order of being when dealing ¥ 
that question. Lercher, for instance, says: : 


“Esse intentionale dicitur illud cui convenit esse, quatenuy objective 
minat intentionem mentis, ie., vel intellectionem, vel -yolitionem: vd 
cumque ordinationer intellectus practici. Ita rationes objective # 
expressze; rationes boni prout in eas tendit voluntas; deinde sbigeat 
jurisdictiones, tituli, dignitates, deputationes ad certa muners et ala qo 
quae ordinantur ab intellectu practico absque ull muscatiogie ear 
circa quas fic ordinatio, sunt entia intentionalia et pertinent: 2if 0 

“Entia intentionalia quae fiunt per intellectum practicum ond 
saepe entia moralis {juridica} vocantur. Ens morale non dividien 
ens teale, sed contra ens naturae vel physicum. Entia moralis a 
rebus per veras et reales ordinationes intellectus practici.et miagen 
habent in vita humana; ideoque sunt entia suc. mothe cealia, 
ab entibus. rationis sericte dictis, quae’ habent. ‘exte 
intellectu speculativo.”® enact * eae 

When we say, therefore, that the essential marriage O° 
thing that constitutes the essence of marriage, isa being 
moral order, the. word. is not used as the. 


But it refers to that really existing order of beings 
called juridical or intentional or. moral, to dist 
from the order of physical beings. And whatever 
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of such being, our common sense tells us that there are such 
things as jurisdiction, contracts, etc.; that they really exist as 
ontological entities, and that they are neither physical beings 
nor metaphysical beings (in the sense of speculative entia re- 
Konis). The reality we call marriage exists, therefore, in this 
moral order of being. 
Later on I shall answer the question whether this moral bond, 
exsting in the juridical order, which is an essential thing in 
4 marriage, has an inherent value or meaning independently: ‘of 
«} itsends. The answer will be in the negative. And to prepare 
1. the way for that answer we must now consider what. the re- 
Pa eee te this essential bond has to the essential enidé of 
: 2 The Essential Ends of Marriege-—"The traditional she oe 
‘logy of the Church names the three ends of marriage ax pro-. ; 


Se ae we 


t 


aa "Ye geoereniion nd eucatdin’ of childees soe ob devia: Sei 
tae of che purposes or ends of marriage that no one bas'ever) — 
denied the fact. Furthermore, what is meant by, procreation 25 ee 
‘an ead of marriage is perfectly clear: it means the normal mse... 
@f the sexual act with resultant conception and birth of a child: - 
kis not quite 90 clear what is meant by education of offspring’ 
#8 an essential end of marriage. It is difbcult to indicate just. 
what amount or kind of cate for the child is ewential fo. the pe 
concept of education considered as'an'end of marriage.” Bot ote 
"ace thi problems is not immediately pertinent to the present a 
investigation I shall say no niare about st here. 

Likewise the remedy of cineupincense has been an end oF 
Parpom of marriage since the Pall: This d s not mean that 
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desire. But it means, first, that marriage is calculated 
legitimate scope to sexual desire; secondly, that inasmuc 
imposes the obligation of marital chastity it acts as-2 res 
ing influence on the partners in their dealings with one aa 
and forbids all indulgence outside marriage; thirdly, that 
directly forestalls inordination through the grace of the § 
ment; fourthly, that it ennobles the sexual act in the min 
the partners, because in it they make real for themsdve 
central fact of marriage, namely, that they belong to 
another, that they have made a self-sacrificing surrende 
their persons to one another, that they have given up to 2! 
extent their individual lives in the interest of that common 
which is marriage. As the ritual admonition says: “And 9: 
begin your married life by the voluntary and complete's 
render of your individual lives in the interest. of that ‘det 
and wider life which you are to have in common. eho 
“you will belong entirely to each other; you will be one ines 
one in heart, one in affections.” The sexual act un 
the culmination of such a surrender cannot but be ennobled 
the minds of the partners; and this is crue whether they t intet 
Parenthood or not, and whether there is even the. possibility 
Parenthood or not. The remedy for concupiscence, thea, om: 
Positive side is an aspect of the exercise of the marriage: act. O 
its negative side, i.e., inasmuch as it signifies the obligation & 
Conjugal fidelity and the exclusivity of marriage, it is an mci 
of the unity of marriage. ete 
ftir senasces help is said to be. an end’ ‘of marriage: 
eae Principally the life-partnership which give twa 
oe s- oe physical, psychological, sexual; and eves 
; "one another. The a winch only the opposite sexes ine 
these fields And as shad complement one another, 
means that: say that mutual help is an end of matte ing 
Marriage as an institution is aimed at 7 ap 
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lie-completion of the sexes, Hence it includes the ideas of 
cohabitation, life in common, conjugal society, and conjugal 
love. I believe that mutual help as an end of marriage can be 
aplained in such wise that it turns out to be very much like 
thet two-in-oneship which Dr. Doms calls the meaning of 
marfiage. ; 
Now, although all these ideas are included under the term 
mutnal help, it does not follow that all of them are essential to 
it considered as an end of marriage. We saw just now that it is 
difficult to indicate the essential content of “education” as an 
end of marriage. The same difficulty occurs in trying to define 


| what is essential in mutual help. I have not seen the attempt 
| made elsewhere, and will be satisfied merely by saying that it 
4. issomething much more than the mere sex-relation in marriage, 
, and thac Iam inclined to extend rather than to restrict the. . 
~ toncept. In other words, I am inclined to believe that mutual © 

help as an essential end of marriage includes a large and com- 
| pechensive variety of the conjugal acts that go to make up the 


life-partnership or community of life of the spouses. 

With regard to these three ends of marriage—and all Cath- 
dlics seem to be agreed in enumerating these three—there are 
two important points to be noted. 

First, they are not three entirely distinct ends, although we 
“parate them for purposes of analysis. They are bound up 
together and partially overlap in many respects. For instance, 
the same acts which bring about the procreation of children 
Tesult in the remedy of concupiscence. Not the least umportant 
dement of mutual help is the fact that by it the partners form 
an adequate principle for the education of the children God 
may send them. The acts by which they educate the child are 
acts of mutual help. The sexual act, too, when lovingly per- 
formed, as the partners are obliged to perform it, is an act of 
Teutual help as well as a procreative act. And in cases where 
conception is impossible there is only 2 limited sense in which 
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it can be called procreative—it is principally an act of mut 
help. It is a mistake, therefore, to take the division into thre 

purposes too literally. The institution of marriage is aimed # 

all these ends together, and they are inextricably intertwined 

with one another. 

Secondly, though marriage aims at all these ends, the actu 

realization of none of them is essential to any given marriage. 

This is obvious upon a moment's reflection. A marriage whith 

produces no children is stil] a marriage. A marriage which 

never sexually consummated is a real marriage. A marriage # 

which lust is not remedied, but reigns, is still a marriage. Evea 

a marriage in which there is no mutual help, no life in common, 
hatred instead of love, and complete separation, both bodily and 
spiritually, remains a true marriage in the sense that the essent 
of marriage is still chere; that is, the partners are still married, 
and in virtue of the essential marriage bond they are still bound 
to one another. 

Nevertheless, though the actual attainment of the ends of 
marriage is not essential to any marriage, theologians do 4% 
‘generally that the three ends of marriage are all essential ends” 
I believe that it is common teaching to say that all chree ends 
are essential to marriage, so that de facto, in the present ordet 
of things, marriage cannot exist without being related ne 
three ends. The partners may, of course, have any numbet of 
ends in view in making the contract. But marriage itself, 
thing they consent to, cannot exist without being objectivlY 
/ ordered to the three essential ends—procteation and educat?® 

of children, remedy for concupiscence, and mutual help... 
ca Now, what cam it mean to say that the acrnal realization of 
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If we look at the institution of matriage in general it is not 
tard to see how this is true. An end is a good to be produced. 
The institution we call marriage, according to the intent of 
mature and the intent of Almighty God, is aimed at producing 
the three ends, and does produce them in many cases. When in 
aparticular marriage the ends fail to be realized, this is per 
«ccidens as far as the institution of marriage is concerned. 

But our difficulty is not solved merely by looking at the 
institution of marriage. If the three ends are essential to mar- 
tage, then no individual marriage can exist without being 
telated somehow to these three ends. Otherwise it would not 
be a marriage; something essential to it would be lacking. In 
what sense, then, can we say that procreation is the essential 
tad of a marriage in which the partners are physically incapable 
of producing children? In what sense is mutual help an essen- 
tal end of a marriage in which the partners are separated from 
one another completely and forever? Are these marriages, are 
sch marriage bonds, objectively ordered to ends both unat- 
tained and de facto unattainable? 

The answer is that in such cases (and in all cases) the mar- 
tage bond is ordered objectively to the ends of marriage simply 
because it is a vinculum obligatorium—to use St. Bonaventure’s 
expression, That is, it is a bond consisting of rights and duties. 
And these rights and duties regard the acts by which the ends 
of marriage ere realized. Ina marriage in which for one reason 
or another one of the ends (or all of them) is unattainable, it 
mill remains true that the marriage is related to that end, inas- 

as the marriage bond always consists in a right to the acts 
by which that end is attainable. The act may be impossible to 
perform for some reason or other, but it still remains true that 
the partners have the right to perform it—~at least the radical - 
Tight. . 
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To me, the common doctrine that all three ends are essential 
sems clearly to imply that the marriage bond consists in the 
radical right to acts by which all three ends are attained, and 
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that consequently even when the ends are unattainable ther 
still a sense in which they can be said to be essental to: 
individual marriage. I believe, therefore, that the radical jxt 
corpus in ardine ad actus conjugates is a right not only tot 
sexual act, by which the procreation of children and reax 
for concupiscence are attained, but a right to all the atu] 
which mutual help and a loving life in common are attained 
But there are two points in connection with this that 
further elucidation. 
The first has to do with the propriety of calling procresty 
the end of an individual marriage in which, for example 
partners, when they marry, are so old that chey are certainly 
sterile.* (The same difficulty occurs in other cases where t 
sexual act is certainly not going to be fruitful.) Ie may 
objected with considerable cogency that there is very littl so 
in calling procreation the end of such a marriage. It-doss a 
solve the difficulty to say that procreation is still an end of 
pose inasmuch as the marriage bond consists in a right 10 pr 
creative acts. The whole point is that the sexual acts of sock 
partners are not procreative. Nor is it satisfactory to ans* 
that their acts are per se procreative, and fail to attain their end 
only per eccidens. For if anything is clear it is that che sex 
acts of two persons, ler us say, eighty years old, are of their ¥€ 
nature unfruitful. It would take a miracle to make them abt 
wise. It seems to me to be an. unrealistic use of words 0.57 
that they are sterile only per accidens, or that it is only fe 
accidens that such acts do not result in'new life. Hence 1 bebe. 
that in cases where conception is impossible there is only 
“ited sense.in which the sexual act can be called procreative: # 
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In other words, I am willing to admit that to calf procreation 
an essential end of an individual marriage which turns out to be 
sterile is to use the word procreation in a very broad sense, and 
unless one understands the special meaning it has, one would 
be misled. However, Canon Law intimates clearly that the acts 
to which the marriage bond is essentially related need only be 
ber se abtiad generationem. And this merely means, according 
to the interpretation given it by canonists and theologians alike, 
that the sexual acts be normal ones, whether conception is physi- 
cally possible or physically impossible. Hence the meaning that 
Canon Law puts on procreation as an end of marriage can 
undoubtedly be realized and satisfied in such a marriage. And, 
of course, it is abundantly clear that-for most individual mar- 
tages and for the institution of marriage itself, the phrase is 
entirely justified. 

The second point that needs further exposition is the state- 
ment that the fundamental marriage bond or martiage right 
includes rights to the acts by which mucual help is attained. 

reason why this point needs explanation is that many 
authors, especially canonists, when they speak of the jus in 
corpus as the essential object of matrimonial consent, seem to 
confine their attention to a right to the marriage act itself— 
ich, of course, also implies the remedy for concupiscence— 
and they say very little about a radical right to acts of mutual 
help. Some even go so far as to say that mutual help consists 

‘sentially in the sexual act, so that the right to life in common 

a larger sense would Pertain only to the integrity of marriage 

ind not to its essence.”® 

To my mind, this is an erroneous interpretation of the theol- 
BY of Marriage and an error of very serious import. I believe 

tit is this sort of overemphasis on the right to the marriage 

*t and consequently on procreation as an end of marriage, 
—s De Matrimonio (Romae, 1933), 2. 6; Ssconio Bogginve Picn, If Matrimonio 
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that has led writers like Dr. Doms to seek another sane: 
believe with Dr. Doms that a true interpretation of Cath 
theology will give much more emphasis to the life-partnend 
of the spouses, which he calls their two-in-oneship, But 11 
not believe that in order to make this emphasis it is occest 
to leave the traditional framework in which the doctrine of d 
ends of marriage has for centuries been proposed. 
Elsewhere I have attempted to prove at length that rhe ene 
tial jus in corpus of marriage includes the radical right to allt 
acts by which mutual help as an essential end of martiagt 
realized without, however, trying to determine with preci 
the exact extent of those acts.* (But I believe them w be * 
numerous and extensive.) 1 shall not repeat here that ay 
mentation in full, but merely indicate the sources from wi 
it is drawn. 
The principal argument is the one Pe eee % 
mutual help is an essential end of marriage, there must be ame 
the rights which constitute the marriage bond the radical 
to the acts by which this mutual help is realized. Ochere 
it.is meaningless to say that mutual help is an essential elewoe 
of marriage in any sense. For what is that objective and exe 
tial ordination that the marriage bond: bears to its ends? Bei 
2 juridical bond, an entity of the moral order, the ordination ¢ 
be nothing else but the rights and obligations of the partie ¥! 
regard to the realization of those ends. Lek paenseny? 
in general. Let us say, for instance, that the essential end 
 Cextain contract of insurance is to receive indemnity ini cae 
accident. This is the same thing as saying. that the comm 

ementially consists in the right to receive and the obligato® 
“pay the indemuity in case the accident happens 

_ Another argument is derived from the fact that the rial 

smutual bilp is estentially involved in the right oo aves 
children ‘that may result from the union. The argument bed 
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spring; mutual help (life in common) is per se necessary for 
ths education; therefore the right and obligation to life in com- 
mon is essential to marriage. 

In addition to these arguments one can appeal to the Code 
iwelf (canons 1081 and 1082 taken in conjunction), to the 
dassical definitions of marriage in Canon Law and theology 
(they do not mention jus in corpus explicitly but only the 
individua vitae consnetudo)," and to many theologians,"* espe- 
tally Palmieri, who makes it one of the fundamental points of 
his profound analysis, that life in common is essential to mar- 
tage. Nowadays, of course, the whole trend of writers like 
Dr. Doms and Professor von Hildebrand is to make much of 
the conjugal love and community of life of the spouses in mar- 
Tage. Hence the writings cited at the beginning of this essay 
alo serve to confirm the position taken here. 

Finally, one can appeal tellingly to the common sense view of 
those about to be married. it would be strange indeed if those 
setting married, who make so much of the idea of mutual help, - 
Sonjugal society, cohabitation and conjugal love, and who con- 

Martiage act only one part of this institution—it 
would be strange indeed if their conviction were false. It seems 
to be an affront to common sense to tell the world of married 
People: You think chat marriage consists in a life-partnership 
of which the Marriage act is only one part, and perhaps not 
diways the most important; but the truth is that the relation 

Tharriage to the marriage act is the only essential thing in it, 

its relation to all those other elements of mutual help and 
ae love and cohabitation, and sharing of one another’s 
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8 only of secondary importance—in a word, accidental; 
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marriage consists essentially in the right to sexual intercad 
and nothing else. And yet those writers who: have: 4 
emphasized the jus in corpus have equivalently asked peop 
accept such a statement. Lo ae ee 
The common sense point of view could defend itsif1 
creditably by appealing to the Ritual which the Church oe 
marrying the faithful. In the Nuptial Mass, whether wet 
to the Epistle, the Gospel, or the nuptial prayer (after the? 
Noster) , we will find that the Church talks of marriage acc 
ing ta the common concept of it.” When, preparatory (0: 
ing the consent, she makes the more or less official admontt 
which are contained in the various diocesan Rituals,” the 
of marriage given to the bride and groom is principally 
a life-long sharing of one another’s lives, with 2 view of 
to children. When she asks their consent, she merely asks 
to accept one another as husband and wife, and they ue 
justified in conceiving this relationship in the way it bas 
Proposed to them in the ceremonies and admonitions. 
- . While not making a strict argument, then, about the 
' of marriage out of the popular concept of it, still I chink 
this universal persuasion about the importance of the 44 
of mutual help ought at least ro be taken as a sign of the ” 


*E.¢., The Privst’s New. Ritual, pp. 206, 20%, 216; Colleciia Riteas is at 
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‘ableness of this view. I think it reasonable to suppose that when 
the husband and wife, immediately after giving their consent, 
‘gre asked to join hands and make the following promise (as the 
Catholic Ritual in English speaking countries generally 
requires}, they are assuming obligations that are just as essential. 
to their new state of life as the right to sexual intercourse. The 
words of the Ritual read “I, N.N., take thee, N.N., for my 
hwful wife, to have and to hold, from this day forward, for . 
better for worse, for richer for Boece: in sickness and i in health, 
until death do us part.” 
From all these considerations taken together this settle: 
is justified: the right which constitutes marriage is a radical — 
fight to the acts by which all three essential ends ace realized. 
3. Conjugal Love as an Essential of Marriage.—Besides a 
eseritial bond and the essential ends in marriage there are also © 
ewential properties: unity and indissolubility. But since they ” 
have no immediate bearing on the problem I have chosen: to” 

dwcuss, no further mention will be made of them. 
However, there is one element in marriage which is taade 
-- wach of by modern writers and seems to have been neglected 
‘in the past, at least by many canonists.” That is the element 
of conjugal love. The purpose of the present inguiry 1 00 
er what conjugal love is, and whether there is 4 true sense 

\ it is essential to marriage, 
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communicate benefits to one another. And if we apply: 
ideas to conjugal love we can attempt the following defini 
hoping that its explanation will he its justification: Con 
love is the virtue by which man and wife wish to commen 
to one another the benefits proper to marriage. Exch ' 
deserves explanation, 

Love. Love may be considered as a habit of the sensit? 
of the rational appetite. The love spoken of here is a la 
the rational order, as befits a rational being. Not that 
natural activities of the sensitive appetites do not 2l0 
rational beings. The exercise of sensitive appetites by he 
beings is natural to them and in itself involves 20 inordina 
In fact, in the case of conjugal love it would be a musta 
condemn those natural instincts and that natural love of 
sensitive order which play so important a part in all be 
relations. The love of man and wife, to be complete, 

, include not only 2 rational and not only a sensitive but 4# 
". inclination to one another.” And so in restricting the - 
to the rational appetite it is not meant to imply that sos 
elements have no place in marriage. But these of thems 
cannot be the essential thing in marriage for rational bet 
They are too fleeting and uncontrollable to be of the es 
permanent union. And such fove if taken alone hardly @ 
the noble name of conjugal love at all. Ic is too much hike 
casual union of animals. Let us speak, therefore, of a ov 
the rational order which may or may not include 2 redunt 
cin the sensitive appetite, and which to be integrally pe 
-°. ought to include such a redundance. ae 
'. - Virfue: that is, a natural permanent ee 
"tational order, though, as just explained, this does mit 
Srey tmipectionce portance of che sexual element. should not, of course, be ccaggeceel: 
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sensitive and sexual appetites from the field of conjugal love. 
Itis called a virtue, first, to distinguish it from mere acts of 
comjugal love, and secondly, because it is a natural virtue in the 
ordinary sense of that word.” . 

Man and wife: for ic is a mutual love. It isa love of friend- 
ship primarily, although like every love it necessarily includes 
love of concupiscence.” We say between man and wife because 
thus the subject of conjugal love is distinguished from other 
loves of friendship. 

Wish to communicate benefits to one another: for all Jove is 
4 tendency to union. Real union is the effect of love. But love 
itself is a tendency to union; it is an affective union.” By the 
very face that one desires to communicate a good thing to an- 
other—principally to another, not to one’s self—-one’s. act 
frminates in that other person. This is the affective union of 

which I am speaking. It means 2 tendency to be one with 
another to a greater or lesser extent. Hence by the phrase “wish 
to communicate benefits to one another” I imply that acts of 
love vend not only toward the good thing desired for the beloved 
but toward the beloved himself. | 5 ao 
Benefits proper to marriage. It is of the nature of fove to 
wish to give good things to the beloved. Bur it seems to me 
that conjugal love is not sufficiently distinguished from other 
loves merely by saying that husband and wife desire 00 COm~ 
mMunicate any kind of good thing to one another. Any act of 


love whatever between husband and wife helps, it is true, to" 

Strengthen the conjugal bond and may perhaps be. made con~ 

figal by the intention of the partners. But it does not seem, 
rhb lt Oe ihe EO {Denipante, 1998) 11, a 226; WV, 
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for instance, thar a Christmas gift which a wife makes 
husband is hecessarily an act of conjugal love, even if iti 
lovingly. In other words, conjugal love must be disting 
from other love not only in the persons loving and love 
also by the kind of good or benefit which, through Jove 
desire to give one another. The fact that a man loves bi 
in any way at all is undoubtedly a virtue, and in 2a imp 
sense can be called the virtue of conjugal love. But I cake 
jugal love to mean something more. It refers to an inter 
of conjugal benefits, Hence I spoke in the definition of 
fits proper to marriage.” 
What are these benefits (boas) which conjugal lo 
tinct from every other kind of love, wishes to commun 
They can be nothing else than the acts of conjugal life; da 
the marriage act and the acts of mutual help. These at 
benefits marriage is calculated to produce (the bone. pre 
cénda) ; these are the ends for which marriage was inst 
For considering marriage in facto esse the only. assign 
ments are the bond, consisting of rights and obligations 
aan ends, to which the rights and obligations are diret Rey 
<>. the conjugal love which is proper to marriage as a state # #f 
._. . by giving the bond to one another that the partners desi 
aa show their love; Se ag ee con 


“atid a conjugal benefit, The elements that 2 

bona constituentia of marriage, agape 
‘given it pertains to the marriage in fieri. re 
‘B2ve their consent to the bond, that indeed was a act 
Sugal love, Bur that act of love is past and gone now t# “ 
_ The bond is there ie 


[proper to the siete of matriuniar, and Lay 
tel only by «communication of 
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of conjugal life, which realize the ends for which the bond was 
tomituted. These are the bona producenda of marriage. 

And what acts can be imagined which could more perfectly 
‘erve the purpose of love than these? In the marriage act there : 
8a living union of the most intimate and comprehensive kind— 
# union of body and mind, of sense and heart. When properly . 
Performed, it is an act not only of the rational love of benevo- 

and concupiscence, but also of sensitive and sexual love. 

leis an act of self-surrender in which two become one flesh, one 
Principle of generation. Love desires union with the beloved 
acommunication of good. Can one discover a more appro- 
Ptiate act for the expression and fulfilment of love than the 
Marriage act?” 

Likewise the acts of mutual help are by their very nature 
| ited to be acts of love. 1 do not attempt to say just what 

are or how many they are, but I am tempted to extend 

father chan to restrict the concept. In any case, it will probably . 
be admitted that mutual help includes the acts of cohabitation 
tad the acts by which the life-long partnership and the educa- 
fon of the children are realized. It means a sharing of one - 
‘Mother's lives in this work to which the very instinct of 
oo love impels father and mother. Are not these acts 

“ninently suitable expressions of the virtue of love, which seeks. 
the presence of the beloved, and desires to benefit the beloved 
“vee at the expense of self?" 
therefore, there are no other assignable “benefits proper 
*9 marriage,” and since the acts of conjugal life are eminencly 
PPropriate as expressions of conjugal love, I conclude that these. 
Rake are the benefits which the virtue of conjugal love of its 
seeks to communicate. It is too evident, perhaps, to 
td contrmacion. - 
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This, then, is my attempt at a definition of the virus 
conjugal love. Understanding the term thus, I am read 
answer the question proposed: Is this virtue essential 101 
riage? _ re 
The answer, of course, must be in the negative. Thex 

virtue of conjugal love is not essential to marriage. and 
sands of marriages we find no trace of it; yet they are seat 
riages. The actual virtue of conjugal love is no more et 
to marriage than the acts of conjugal life themselven Ja 
there can be true marriage where the acts of conjugal lift 
absent, so also there can be true marriage when the br 
which these acts should be the expression is absent. But, ot 
other hand, just as there can be no true marriage withost 
radical right and obligation to the acts of conjugal life, 
the radical right and obligation to the virtue af conjugal lo 
essential to marriage. ce ee 

It is enough to consider these acts of conjugal life a 
selves to see that they must suppose the virtue of conjugal | 
if they. are to be performed in a manner. worthy of be 
dignity. Above, when trying to give the distinguishing 9 
conjugal love, I said that, supposing there’ is sucha vee 
could find no more appropriate expression than the ae 
which the ends of marriage are realized. Now 1 tra — 
argue the other way and say that in the supposition that 
a right and obligation to these acts, there mast | 
and obligation to practice them lovingly. In other 
are not merely appropriate expressions of Jove, 5 
necessarily expressions of love. . They are go typr 
love that one cannot imagine an obligation co them 
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and rational nature of man to say that he is obliged to these acts 
except as proceeding from the virtue described. The acts of 
warried life are to be performed in a manner consonant with the 
haman dignity of the partners. They are not mere animal acts. 
They are not merely the legal fulfillment of 2 contractual obli- 
gation. They are such an intimate fusion of two human per- 
waalities and they connote such a complete surrender of person 
to person that they cannot be conceived as really human acts 
unless they are conceived as acts proceeding from the love of 
friendship and benevolence defined above. And since marriage 
makes these acts radically obligatory, so also it must make the 
uirtue from which they proceed radically obligatory. Hence I 
xy that the radical right and obligation to the virtue of con- 
fugal love is essential to marriage.™ 

Let us recall a statement made by Father Zeiger in connection 
with marriage in fieri: “Matrimonial consent differs greatly 

other contracts by its object. A man and woman deliber- 
ately and freely give themselves to one another for a cormaplete 
mtimacy of their whole life, an intimacy both bodily and 
interior, and forever and exclusively... . Such a surrender, if 
considered fully in itself, cannot but suppose at least a certain 
inchoate and imperfect love; while the free consent to that sur- 
fender is an external expression of that internal love—it is the 
love itself. 

Uhave applied this same conception to marriage ix facto este 
~which ewentially consists in rights and obligations-—and, para- 
phrasing the words above, I say: ‘The right and obligation to such 
‘surrender as the acts of conjugal life involve cannot but sup- 
Ptse the right and obligation to at least some virtue of conjugal 
‘re. If it is true of marriage ix fieri it is also true of marriage 
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in facto esse. For the acts from which the argument is 
are the same in both cases. eae 
One may conclude, incidentally, that there is a gram-¢ 
in the statement of the marriage reformers (as there isag 
truth in every error) : Marital intercourse is immoral wht 
has ceased. It is true in the sense that the acts of conjuy 
are not performed in a manner worthy of human dignity 
they proceed from love. 
But it is false in the concept it has of love; for the refa 
generally mean instinctive sexual attraction, if not prnd 
and exclusively, at least essentially. And their whole prim 
is based on the idea that love comes and goes as it will. Ita 
something that man controls. He falls into it and of 
will last. o 
The concept of love proposed here, on the contrary, tho 
it does not deny the importance of instinctive, physical, # 
tive, and sexual factors, is 2 love of the rational order. i 
other factors may have been the occasion which gave six 0! 
love, and they are certainly of immense help in conserving 4 
strengthening it as far as the natural order is concerned. “# 
what is essential to conjugal love is voluntary. It is « 14 
And just as it is within our power to practice the. virtae | 
charity toward all, so it is possible for man and wife, despite ¢ 
Vagaries of passion and sentiment, to practice the esential 
_9f conjugal love. There is an Italian proverb which sf 
“L’amore non $i comanda.”’ Nevertheless, there isa law of Go 
_ Which commands it; for the love of God is the “greate® ” 
_ fst.commandment,” and the second is the love of the seth 
_. Another consideration will help to establish the poiat. TH 
_ Fadical right and obligation to acts of mutual help 2re exes 
ft Marriage—this has already. been proved, Now, aie 


Bevis may be some doubt of the extent of che concept "a 


Belb,” there is no doube that it includes the ides of conjugal 
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Both theologians and canonists explain mutual love as a part of 
mutual help, or mutual help as a part of mutual love. Cappello, 
for instance, says that the secondary end of marriage, essential 
aad intrinsic to it, is mutual help, “not only in the care of the 
household but especially in mutual love.” And thus the authors 
generally.” 

The Cast? Connubii tells us that the outward expression of 
love in the home comprises not only mutual help, bur also the 
‘are of one another’s interior perfection; and it puts the cultiva- 
‘on of mutual love on a par with mutual help as a secondary 
end of marriage: “For in matrimony as well as in the use of the 
Matrimonial rights there are also secondary ends, such as mutual 
aid, the cultivating of mutual love, and the quieting of con- 
‘Upiscence,”™ 

Now, when authors and documents speak of love as a part of 
Mutual help it is not to be supposed that they intend that among 
acts of mutual help there are also acts of love—~as if every 
bs aman or a woman ought to present his or her partner 
with an act of love. Nor, when speaking of love as part of mu- 
, Mal help do they intend to exclude the marriage act itself from 
| the Concept of mutual help. It is often included, as we have 
fo wen, and in the passage just quoted from the Casti Connubti 
i % " the Marriage act which is mentioned as a means of culti- 
i “ating mutual love. For they conceive conjugal love 2s some- 
thing that goes along with all the acts of conjugal life; it is a 
nt disposition that pervades these acts; it is like a prop- 
i ps Ao them. They mean what the Casti Connubii says 9 | 
(| Gplitily: "this love of husband and wife which pervades — 
1 tht duties of married life and holds pride of place in Chris 
Ga And again: “By this same love it is necessary | 
bated ag ther Fights and duties of the marriage state be regu- 
the 
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haiend? express not only a. law of juts lab 
charity." The Encyclical also declares that this 

of conjugal faith; it is demanded by conjugal faiths 
jugal faith, of course, is essential to marriage.” 

_ My argument then, proceeds from the common opin 
authors and the teaching of the Encyclical,” from whichs 
I draw a conclusion that not all theologians draw explicit 
the acts of mutual help are essential to marriage and. 
pertains to these acts as an all-pervading property, ett 
is essential to marriage just as. the a acts are; prise to a 
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statements I could not understand—and the process would be 
endless. I shall not attempt it. 

The criticism of these minutiae, in view of the apparent dif- 
ferences of our philosophic backgrounds (and also because of 
the difficulty of doing justice to a man’s thought in translation) , 
would probably find us at cross purposes. It would be a waste 
sftime. And so, alchough I am tempted to make some remarks 
oa what I consider to be Dr. Doms’ misconception of the notion 
of end in general, and of a certain haziness, as it appeats.to me, 
in the handling of other philosophical concepts, I shall be con- 
tent to pass these matters over and restrict myself to some gen- 
tral points of criticism. 

The first of these is the fundamental one of the distinction 

meaning and purpose as applied to marriage. It is mot 
exaggeration to say that Dr. Dems’ whole theory of the rela- 
ton between marriage and its ends (not,.of course, his whole 
book) is based on this distinction. It rests upon it so.com- 
Pletely, that without this distinction the theory itself collapses. 
has only to read over again the summary made of Dr. 
Beige ne et eee ie ierncrion che lie Hod ot 

_,Hati# my opinion the distinction, as applied to marriage, will 

Sot wand up under philosophic scrutiny. Perhaps: it has some 
oe would take me afield to inquire into 

but as far as marsiage is concerned. I believe the dis- 

Khe ana have made above of che nature of marrage 
if marriage exists in the ontological order asa moral (or: 
oa Toe entity, constituted essentially by a bond’ 
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what that moral bond is, what inherent alee’ it a ‘ 
meaning is, can only be discovered by looking at the thre 
tial ends of marriage. The ends of Marriage are item 
Without them it is meaningless, 

Dr. Doms might object that it is taking : a very nash 
to identify marriage with the juridical bond that binds th 
ners to one another. As he says: “The living content, th 
reality of marriage is not identified with the exchange* 
sent, nor with the usual juridical consequencesof te? 
contract, but is something much more living, wo wit, hus 
itself, for which the juridical. guarantees serve only: Bt 
tion.” But it is not true that marriage is a living *# 

literal sense. The only living things in rnarriage ace re 
_ Spouses and their living acts-—the acts of conjugal like # ' 
But the partners are not marriage. Their acts are not #8 
Marriage is something different from both. . it is the # 
bond (with its ends and properties). created yrs 
'-. the partners. That is the one thing that is found W 
* riage is found and without which marriage cannot ¢ 
. those acts of conjugal life and Jove by which the patte® 
‘community of life ( two-in-oneship) » and procresim Bere 
emedy for concupiscence, are conjugal only becaa® = 
Performed by persons linked together. by such 2 jv 
‘Inasmuch as they are living : acts in the physical order they 4 
all be performed by unmarried persons. Their #3 
monial repre pero hangregeny 7 
formed by persons bound together by the bond of 
_ by persons, therefore, who hhave the right and obligation * 
orm them. © Or, to consider them ‘from the rare 
ey are specifically Pyare as they apne ise 
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Dr. Doms says: “Marriage ‘is’ first of all, in itself, a reality of 
profound meaning before being "for something else’ which is 
ot itself." If this means that marriage is a reality having a 
profound meaning independently of its ends, the statement can- 
not stand. The ontological reality which is marriage, i¢., the 
juridical bond, has meaning only when one knows what the 
purposes are for which God created it, and towards which it is 
objectively ordered. Look at the marriage bond independently 
ofitsends. What is it? What is it worth? You cannot say. 
itis a group of mutual rights and obligations. It is only when 
you see what the object of these rights and obligations is that 
matriage means anything. When you discover that these rights 
and obligations are to all the acts of conjugal life and love by 
which the ends of marriage are achieved, then you know the 
imeaning of marriage and not before. ae Be 

As for marriage being “for” something else which is not itself, 
there is another misconception here. The ends of marriage 
thould not be considered as something outside of it. When we 
wy that the ends of marriage are essential to it we mean that - 
they are a part of it. No marriage can exist without being 
tbjectively ordered to its three essential ends. Naturally the 

‘tual attainment of these ends is not essential to marriage. 
"Since the ends of marriage go to make it up, it is both confusing — 
ind misleading to speak as if macriage were an. independent 
_ Stbity existing somehow completely in itself and independently — 
€ itsends, ee 
_ The second fundamental question in Dr. Doms’ theory is that 
_ of the relative importance of the ends of marriage. Is there . 
‘aay true and reasonable sense in which we can accept the tra- — 
- ditional idea that procreation is the primery end and the other 
tds only secondary? Although Dr. Doms admits that Canon. 
is justified in calling procreation the primary end, it seems 
"me that the body of his work is a denial of that proposition. 
The admission is almost meaningless in the face of his whole 
theory. In particular he insists that: “It would be better for 
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the future to give up the terms Primary and secondary end 
to speak in a purely realistic and descriptive manner of the 
sonal ends inherent in marriage, and of procreation, disting 
ing both of these from the meaning of marriage." 
Now the term “primary and secondary ends of mast 
have been accepted with practical unanimity for centuries; 
are the terms laid down in the carefully considered of 
language of Canon Law; they are the terms employed by 
Pope in the solemn teaching of the Casti Connubii. In vie 
this teaching it seems to me improper for a theologian to 
that we should “give up the terms primary and secondary ¢a 
Nor is this impropriety avoided by the statement that Ca 
Law is “entirely justified” in calling procreation the prt 
end; for that statement has little meaning coming at the = 
a systematic treatise written to show that procreation is aot 
primary end in any real sense, and that it is a mistake to & 
calling it that.” Z 
_ But since I say chat it is improper to reject the terms prim 
and secondary (as being in a sense the official language of 
Church) it is incumbent on me to show that the tradi 
language of the Code and of the Encyclical is justified. - 
In discussing the ends of marriage, I avoided as much 3 
sible referring to procreation as the primary end, and spoke o 
of the various ends of marriage, calling them all essential 1 
showing, too, that they are inextricably bound up with « 
another. The present inquiry is: What does if mean ae 
_ procreation the primary end of marriage, and is this tet 
nology justified? And our question really narrows itself 
"-. “gomparative importance of procreation and mutual help, 
all would agree, I believe, that the remedy for concupioo’ 
of less importance than either of these, chough bound 8p . 
-_ In the first place, to call procreation the primary end "7 
mean that itis more essential chan the other ends. I chiak 4 


i, 


Marrtiace: Irs MEANING AND PouRPOsES 369 


Thave shown sufficiently that all three ends are essential to mar- 
riage in the present order; and there cannot be degrees of essen- 
tialness, though there can be degrees of importance. Nor does 
it mean that the other ends have value and meaning only in so 
far 2s they are subordinated strictly to the primary end, Le., 
only insofar as they serve as a means of attaining the primary 
tad. It cannot be denied that this view underlay the thought 
of St. Augustine and other theologians who wrote in the past. 
Bat theologians nowadays {and for a long time), in their 
theoretical exposition of the ends of marriage, and especially in 
their practical teachings on the morality of the use of marriage, 
have broken completely with the idea that the secandary ends 
are subordinate to the primary end in the sense that they can 
only be justified when they are a means to the attainment of the 
pimary end, The secondary ends and especially mutual help 
with conjugal love are universally recognized as having inde- 
pendent value, and the subordination to the primary end which 
is required when the sexual act is exercised for other reasons is 
merely the preservation of the physical integrity of the act. If 
the marriage act itself is normal and natural, the supremacy of 
the primary end is sufficiently protected. = 
. Furthermore, “primary end” does not mean that procreation 
8 de facto uppermost in the intention of the contracting parties 
tenerally, or that they must choose it as the most important 
purpose of their marriage. They need only intend marriage 
it is. As it is, it is objectively related to all three ends, and 
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: “primarily” in some sense or otber to procreation. Their intent 
| should not be positively at variance with these ends, but they do 

| avoid any positive interference with the marriage act. They 
| ate not bound ordinarily, in individual cases, to realize the 
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In what sense, then, is procreation called 2: 
purpose? In the first place, it is properly ‘calles 
because, though not more essential than mutual help, 
fundamental. That is, Procreation and education of ch 
implies and includes mutual help to: a certain exteut 
mutual help does not necessarily imply. ptocreation. 

Secondly, to call procreation the primary. end mean f 
we look at marriage as a natural and divine institution, ; 
the intention of God Procreation is an. end of gredt ie 
ance or greater value than mutual help. Perhaps #3 
rash to speculate on the comparative importance of pat r 
the mind.of God. Dr. Doms seems to this 
to do so" On the other hand, it is no 
natural institution like marriage, nature’ 

_ hand and given us a clue as to what is 
. fundamental, the personal purpose (muti | belp) of 
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nghts that constitute the marriage bond and not to a misuse of 
the word “primary.” 

The third general point on which I should fike to offer a 
criticism of Dr. Doms is his use of a certain text from the Casti 
Connxbii to support the thesis that community of life (two-in- 
oneship), not procreation, is the primary thing in marriage." 
The Encyclical, after declaring that conjugal love should make 
the partners aid one another to supernatural holiness of life, 
says: “This mutual interior formation of the partners, this 
earnest desire of perfecting one another, can be said in a certain 
very true sense, as the Roman Catechism teaches, to be the 
primary cause and reason of marriage-—if only marriage is raken 
not strictly as an institution for the proper procreation and 
tducation of children, but in a broader sense as a sharing, a com- 
tunity, a union of their whole life.”""* Does the Encyclical here 
invite us to give up the traditional doctrine and terminology 
and to accept a new primary end or primary meaning of 
marriage? 

This is unthinkable, of course. It is inconceivable that a 
document which was an epitome of the teaching of the past 
tneant to break suddenly from a doctrine and way of speaking 
that had been consecrated by so many centuries of tradition. 
It is inconceivable that a dozen years or so after the Code had 
given an official summary of that tradition and declared pro- 
creation to be the primary end, the Encyclical should make an 
announcement in contradiction of the Code. And so, erties 
interpretation is put on the passage, one can say.a priori that 1 
Was not intended to be a break with the well established doctrine 
and terminology of the past. ee ee 

But we do not need to argue a priori. It is safe to say that: 


the Encyclical does not contradict itself; and elsewhere it speaks ey 
very clearly of the primary end both of macriage and of the ©. 
Matriage act in the traditional manner. For instance: “Since 

therefore the conjugal act is destined by its very nature 
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hegetting of children, Whose who in exercising it it deli 
frustrate its natural power and Purpose sin against nature, 
And again: “For in matrimony as well as in the use of che ri 
monial rights there are also secondary ends such as mutual ad, 
the cultivating of mutual love, and the quieting of cs- 
cupiscence, which husband and wife are not forbidden to cat 
sider so long as they are subordinated to the primary eod and # 
long as the intrinsic nature of the act is preserved,” 

Furthermore, the passage referred to speaks in such guarded 
terms that it almost appears as if the writer wanted to mut 
sure that he would not be misunderstood, and would nut 
taken to be speaking about the essential ends of marriage. Fat 
he says that there is a “certain” sense in which this incerioc for 
mation can be called the primary cause and reason, and be af 
that it is not marriage strictly so called, but marriage in 
broader sense of the word that has this as its primary o™* 
‘Then, too, the Encyclical is speaking of the supernatural po 

. fection of the partners, and it is not likely that this perfeco™ 
_ would be set up as the primary purpose of marriage looked #* 
| am institution of nature. And when we speak of the past 
_ Sod secondary ends of marriage ‘ve mean ends which it ba 
7 It seems more likely that chis passage of che Encyclical pe 
_ to the motives of the contracting parties rather araearige 
‘to which marriage ‘is objectively and estentially. pean 
«is the interpretation given to it by Father Franz Harts abe 
_ opinion perhaps has peculiar weight, Aad the: 

| hiv strengthens this view; for in the section of i 
“. . Encyclical we find that the ends of marriage are parent 
“merely as the objective: fines operis of the instication, DEF 
as the subjective motives or purposes for which the 
should raarry.” . This is not meant to deny, however 

doctrine of marriage so ably proposed by the Row 
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does emphasize mutual help as an objective end of marriage 
much more than some of our modern manualists. And in this 
to my mind it gives a truer picture of marriage. 

It seems to me, therefore, that though there is some doubt as 
tohow this passage of the Encyclical is to be understood, it can- 
not be taken as a denial of the traditional doctrine and termi- 


: , tology with regard to the primary and secondary ends of 
‘| warriage. ; 


eae 
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| My final criticism of Dr. Doms’ theory is this. His pur 
. | im theorizing at all about the relation of marriage to its ends, 
| and about their relative importance, is obviously to explain and 
| sfeguard certain values in marriage which he feels (as a theo- 
“4 agian, and especially as a pastor of souls actually engaged in the 
| tinistry) to be insufficiently protected in the traditional view. 
' Tomention only the principal thing, he feels that the personalist 
values in marriage, the two-in-oneship of the partners and all 
that it implies, are realities not sufficiently accounted for or 
tiplained in the theory that holds procreation to be the primary 
purpose. 
' Now it is my contention that if the traditional theory of 
| Sarriage and its ends is properly understood, and if it is pro- 
poed as I have proposed it, there is ample room within its 
| framework to preserve and harmonize all these personalist 
i Yaboes. ‘There is no need to go outside that framework, to 
invent a distinction between meaning and purpose, and to desert 
well established terminological proprieties in order to make 
intelligible those values with which Dr. Doms is chiefly con- 
cerned, I believe that practically all the good things he empha- 
fizes, and which he describes s0 eloquently, such as the com- 
munity of life of the spouses, their life-partnership, the perfec- 
tion of their conjugal love, and theic mutual supernatural 
| formation, can be adequately synthesized within the traditional 
»~ | Perhaps I am mistaken in this. Anyone who tries to makes 
| philosophical and theological synthesis of so comprebensive and 
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intricate a subject as marriage in relation to its ends hetiia 

announce that he has achieved success and that there a 
more problems, I make no such announcement. I do 
believe chat I can solve all the problems. But I hope thar # 
Ihave written will contribute to an bidersrndling ae 
of marriage. 

Dr. Doms has said: “] am well aware that ra book wa 
me in for a good deal of opposition from some of my ® 
religion, even from theologians of certain schools." 13 
aware, of course, that what I have written is such oppesi 
But I believe that I have not dealt unfairly with the schobel 
and apostolic writings of a fellow priest. I believe that Te 
just as anxious as Dr. Doms to correct the false conceptions 
marriage which have resulted from overemphasizing che peo 
corpus as though it had to do with procreation alone. Tbe 
_ that both of us are trying to explain as best we can thie 
things which we are agreed go. to make up matrisge. sali 
~ believe the theological world owes a debt of graticode m De 
— Doms and chose other writers who in modern is hve 
on the essential character of a love and-op te a dl tt 

partnership of the spouses, os 
_ But we part company when we come  eoamale Fe kneels 
exposition of our views. I believe his exposition is uns 
tory for the reasons I have adduced. I ee meant 


- preserve. But whether have succeded in >in 
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st, THOMAS’ THEORY OF OPERATION 


BERNARD LONERGAN, 5.J. 
College of the Immaculate Conception 
N working out St. Thomas’ thought on habitual grace as 
operative and co-operative, it was possible to avoid specula- 
tive issues by appealing to parallel passages which sufficiently 
explained the analogies invalved and the ideas employed. Un- 
fortunately, now that we have to deal with actual grace, so 
smple a procedure can no longer be followed. St. Thomas 
found the idea of the habit ready inade, but he had to think out 
foc himself the analogy of nature that corresponds to actual 
grace; and, if in this long labor he did not draw upon absolutely 
all the resources of the Arabic, Platonist, and Aristotelian 
philosophies at his disposal, at Jeast his interpreters have shown 
i marked proclivity to exploic the potentialities which he 
meglected. Accordingly, to discover and follow him in bis 
thought on actual grace, we must attain some familiarity with 
hs historical and speculative background; in particular we must 
have precise ideas, and precisely his ideas, on the nature of oper- 
*e0, premotion, application, the certitude of providence, uni-_ 
instrumentality, and the analogy of operation; we must 
rare the development of his thoughr on the idea of free- 
Ga the various ways in which at different times he concerved 
: eee the meaning of his central theorem of 
transcendence and, to some extent, its relation to subse~ 
eben Such questions naturally divide into two sec~ 
Py; thow that deal with the theory of operation in 4 j 
wal sit ther refer specifically co che will dnd so divine Sone 
article: the will. The former are the concern of the present 
He; the latter will be discussed in an article to follow... 
OL Tite Ipea or CausaTioN © 
Crasation is the common feature of both operation and co~ 
3 its nacure is of fundamental importance in this :in- 
oe coo 
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